Introduction
In Rosenbaum (1967) and Postal (1974) the alternation in (1) was described by a transformational rule that raises the complement subject to the matrix object. Kuno (1976) proposed that Japanese examples like (2b), i.e. the so-called "ECM Constructions" (ECMCs, hereafter), derive from the structure of (2a) through the same operation.1 * For invaluable comments leading up to the final version, we are grateful to two anonymous EL reviewers. An earlier version of this paper was read at Yokohama National University.
We are indebted to Yoshio Endo, Roger Martin, Kazumi Matsuoka, Toshikazu Ikuta, Hideaki Yamashita and other participants in that meeting for their comments.
Thanks are also due to Ae-Ryung Kim for pointing out interesting Korean examples, which we couldn't discuss in this article because of the space restriction.
Needless to say, all remaining inadequacies are our own.
1 We will use the term ECMCs simply as a descriptive label for constructions like (2b).
(1) a. I believe that John is an honest boy. b. I believe John to be an honest boy.
(2) a. John-ga Mary-ga tensai da to omotta/shinjita/ John-Nom Mary-Nom genius is that thought/believed/ minashita. considered genius.' b. John-ga Mary-o tensai da to omotta/shinjita/ John-Nom Mary-Acc genius is that thought/believed/ minashita. considered However, the alternation in (2) differs from that in (1) in several respects. For example, as Kuno (1976: 40-41) himself points out, irrespective of the Case form of the complement subject, the embedded clause is tensed both in (2a) and (2b). Note that da is generally regarded as a finite copula. The aim of this paper is to clarify how the alternation in (2) differs from that in (1). Specifically we argue that ECMCs like (2b) are Multiple Object Constructions in one of their possible structures where the accusative NP is the outer object of the matrix verb and the remaining complement clause is its inner object, with the former having been raised from the latter.
The organization of this paper is as follows. In section 2, we briefly review previous analyses of ECMCs and their problems.
Section 3 provides our analysis of Japanese ECMCs. Section 4 discusses consequences of our claim, and Section 5 concludes this paper.
Previous Analyses
2.1. The Overt A-Movement Analysis Kuno (1976) points out that the fact in (3) where the accusative NP precedes the matrix adverb suggests that the NP has raised to the matrix object position in (2b).
(3) Yamada-wa Tanaka-o, orokanimo, tensai da to Yamada-Top Tanaka-Acc stupidly genius is that omotte ita. thinking was Lit. 'Yamada thought Tanaka, stupidly, was a genius.' Though the exact landing site of the accusative NP is different de-pending on the definition of the object position, the raising analysis of English ECMCs is proposed in recent frameworks, such as Lasnik and Saito (1991) and Koizumi (1995) , among others. Lasnik and Saito point out binding facts as evidence for the analysis, and Sakai (1998) observes parallel facts in Japanese. Consider the examples in (4).
(4) a.?*Rie-wa karera-gai mujitsu da to otagai-noi Rie-Top they-Nom innocent are that each other-Gen shoogen-niyotte shinjite iru. testimony-based on believing is other'si testimony.' b. Rie-wa karera-oi mujitsu da to otagai-noi Rie-Top they-Acc innocent are that each other-Gen shoogen-niyotte shinjite iru. testimony-based on believing is testimony. ' The accusative NP in (4b) , in contrast to the nominative NP in (4a), binds the anaphor inside the matrix adjunct at the stage where Condition (A) of the Binding Theory applies. Sakai claims that raising of However, the acceptability of examples like (5) would be a problem for the overt A-movement analysis.3 (5) John-ga dare-o hannin daroo ka to kangaete iru. John-Nom who-Acc culprit be-Mod Q that thinking is (Sells' (1990) (26)) 2 Sakai (1998), as in Oka (1988), does not regard the complementizer -to 'that' as a category C. Therefore, it does not head a CP projection, and thus does not block A-movement from the embedded clause in the derivation of (2b) as an improper movement.
3 Ueda (1988: 44) regards (i) as unacceptable. Compare (i) with (5). It is not clear why the lack of a modal in the complement clause in (i) causes unacceptability.
(i) *Boku-wa [dare-o baka ka]-to omotta. I-Top who-Acc fool Q that thought Lit. 'I wondered who to be stupid.' Harada (1972) shows with example (6) that a wh-phrase must be within the c-command domain of a Q morpheme. The acceptability of (5) thus shows that the accusative wh-phrase remains inside the domain of the Q morpheme -ka at LF. Sakai (1998: 489) observes a similar fact with respect to wh-pronouns as Negative Polarity Items (NPIs). When a wh-pronoun is separated from the particle -mo, which behaves as an NPI together with a whpronoun, it must be in the c-command domain of the latter. Now, consider (7), where a wh-pronoun occurs as an accusative subject.
(7)
Masao-ga dare-oi [ti baka da to mo] omotte inai. Masao-Nom anyone-Acc fool is that Q thinking ing-Neg (7) is acceptable.
Thus, Sakai concludes that the c-command condition can be satisfied by chain-binding. Note that in (7), while the wh-pronoun dare 'anyone' is not in the c-command domain of -mo after raising, its trace is. Sakai claims that the c-command condition can be satisfied if the trace of the wh-pronoun is in the c-command domain of the licensing morpheme.
If chain-binding holds in (7), it should also hold in (5), and thus, the acceptability of (5) is expected. However, (5) and (7), in contrast to (3), resist the placement of the matrix adverb after the accusative NP, as shown in (8) and (9), suggesting that the accusative NP remains in situ.
(8) *John-ga dare-o kashikokumo hannin daroo ka to John-Nom who-Acc wisely culprit be-Mod Q that kangaete iru. thinking is (9) *Masao-ga dare-o kashikokumo baka da to mo Masao-Nom anyone-Acc wisely fool is that Q omotte inai. thinking isn't Also relevant to this issue are the facts of clefting. Postal (1974: 132) points out that while that-clause complements of ECM verbs can occur as a focus of Pseudoclefts, as shown in (10a), ECM complements cannot, as shown in (10b). He attributes the unacceptability of (10b) (Postal's (96a) ) to his claim that raising of the complement subject has broken up the constituenthood of the complement clause.4 (10) a. What I believe is that Bill is intelligent.
b. *What I believe is Bill to be intelligent. At this point, let us consider the problem of (10b) more carefully under the assumption that the accusative NP in (10b) moves to the up the constituenthood of the complement clause. However, the resulting sequence Bill to be intelligent is still a constituent, i.e. a matrix the problem of (10b) is not that raising of the accusative NP breaks up the constituenthood of the complement clause, but that the accusative NP moves out of the complement clause. Suppose, as in the analysis of Pseudo-VP Ellipsis in Kim and Sohn (1998) , that the formation of a focus phrase in Pseudocleft Constructions involves Attract of a phrase with a focus feature to FocP-Spec above TP to check the same feature of the Foc head, followed by subsequent deletion of the TP. Under this analysis, (10b) cannot be derived because the phrase with a focus feature, i.e. the complement clause, does not dominate the NP Bill, when the complement clause is attracted to FocP-Spec. Instead, the structure of (11) will be derived after the complement clause is attracted.
TP-deletion must apply to (11) because it is an operation needed to exclude non-focused elements from the focus phrase. However, it cannot delete the TP in (11) because the NP Bill contained in the TP does not have its antecedent in the preceding Topic phrase, and is not recoverable. A problem with the overt A-movement analysis is that the Japanese examples corresponding to (10b) seem to be fairly acceptable. Nakau (1973: 112) regards the Cleft Sentences that focus the to-complement clauses as ungrammatical.
However, they seem to be marginally acceptable to us. Consider (12).
(12) ?John-ga omotta no wa [Mary-ga/o tensai da]-to John-Nom thought Nm Top Mary-Nom/Acc genius is that da. is Notably, (12) has the same degree of marginal acceptability, regardless of whether the complement subject is nominative or accusative.5 Suppose, for the sake of discussion, that the same analysis that applies to Pseudoclefts in English applies to (12) . Then, we can explain the fact in (12) only if the accusative embedded subject is allowed to remain in problem as was observed in the derivation of (10b) will not arise, even if the complement subject is accusative. That is, (12) will undergo the same derivation as that of (10a), irrespective of whether the complement subject is nominative or accusative. In contrast, if (12) with the accusative NP has only the derivation with overt raising, the above problem will arise, and (12) with the accusative NP will be incorrectly predicted to be as unacceptable as (10b).
The Accusative NP in the Complement Analysis
On the other hand, if we assume, as in Ueda (1988) and Kaneko 5 One of the anonymous EL reviewers finds (12) unacceptable, regardless of whether the complement subject is nominative or accusative. We also admit that (12) is awkward. However, it seems to be possible that a phonetic factor caused by the sequence of da to da in (12) contributes to the awkwardness of (12). Toshikazu Ikuta (personal communication) points out that (12) sounds more acceptable when the matrix copula da is replaced with other forms of copulative expressions. Compare (12) with (i).
(i) John-ga omotta no wa [Mary-ga/o tensai da]-to John-Nom thought Nm Top Mary-Nom/Acc genius is that dearu/desu/kamo-shirenai/jan. is(formal)/is(formal)/may be/is(informal) Although we have to account for the degradedness of (12) somehow, we would like to regard (12) acceptable in this paper and pay more attention to the fact that the difference of acceptability is not observed in (12) regardless of whether the complement subject is nominative or accusative, in contrast to the case of English examples in (10). We would like to thank Toshikazu Ikuta for bringing the fact in (i) to our attention. (1988) , that the accusative NP remains inside the complement clause and that it is exceptionally Case-marked by the matrix verb (following Chomsky's (1986) analysis of English ECMCs), the acceptability of (5) and (7) is not a problem, but the word-order fact in (3) and the binding fact in (4b) remain problematic.6 As for the word-order problem, Kaneko (1988) claims that the surface word order results from scrambling of the accusative NP. However, this account is not desirable if the same account should apply to Raising-to-Subject Constructions. Consider the example in (13) pointed out by Sakai (1998).
(13) Mary-ga ayamatte tensai da to omow-areta. Mary-Nom mistakenly genius is that think-was (13) cannot be derived by scrambling because, as pointed out by Saito (1985) , subject NPs cannot undergo scrambling.
The Accusative NP as a Matrix Object Analysis
The facts in (5) and (7) seem problematic for the analyses in Saito (1983, 1985) , Takahashi (1993), Nemoto (1993) and Ura (1994) , where the accusative NP is base-generated as a matrix object controlling a pro subject of the embedded clause, as shown in (14).
(14) John-ga Mary-oi [CP [IP proi kashikoi] to] omotte iru. John-Nom Mary-Acc is-smart that thinking is (Takahashi's (1993) (34)) Note that if the accusative NP is a direct object of the matrix verb, the accusative wh-phrase in (5) and the wh-pronoun in (7) must be basegenerated outside the c-command domain of the Q morpheme -ka and -mo, respectively, and the examples are incorrectly predicted to be ungrammatical.
The Optional Raising Analysis
While the proponents of the overt A-movement analysis propose that raising of the accusative NP is obligatory in Japanese ECMCs, Hiraiwa 6 Kaneko (1988) differs from Ueda (1988) in that the accusative NP in his analysis undergoes movement from IP-Spec to CP-Spec.
(2001) claims that it is optional, following Lasnik's (1999a) analysis of English ECMCs. Hiraiwa points out that not only the embedded nominative subject but also the accusative subject can follow an embedded adverb, in apparent contradiction to the fact in (3).7
Hiraiwa also points out the fact that the accusative NP can be clefted either with an argument in the embedded clause, as shown in (16a), or with the matrix subject, as in (16b) (In (16) Under the assumption that the focused phrases in Multiple-Cleft Constructions must be clause-mates (cf. Koizumi (1995) ), these facts seem to show that the accusative NP raises only optionally.8 7 We do not quote Hiraiwa's (2001) original example (his (11)) here because of its rather unclear nature of modification. We owe the example in (15) to Yoshio Endo.
8 We assumed that the focus of clefting must be a syntactic constituent in the discussion of the example in (12) in Section 2.1. Although multiple foci in (16a, b) may not seem like constituents, they still can be regarded as syntactic constituents. Thus, Koizumi (1995) claims that the multiple foci occur as a result of clefting the VP or some larger phrase out of which the verb has overtly moved. Under this analysis, the multiple foci in (16a, b) would be a VP or some larger phrase, i.e. a Under this analysis, the accusative NP (=wh-phrase) in (5) and (7) can be Case-marked in situ. However, Hiraiwa's analysis is challenged by the example in (17b) from Sakai (1998) , where the accusative NP shows the high binding behavior with respect to Condition (C) of the Binding Theory. Compare (17b) with (17a).
(17) a. Rie-wa kare-ga, mujitsu-da to Takashii-jishin yori Rie-Top he-Nomi innocent-is that Takashii-self than tsuyoku shinjite iru. strongly believing is Takashi himselfi does.' b.?*Rie-wa kare-oi mujitsu-da to Takashii-jishin yori Rie-Top he-Acci innocent-is that Takashii-self than tsuyoku shinjite iru. strongly believing is
Takashi himselfi does.' If raising of the accusative NP is optional, (17b) should have a derivation without raising, hence without a violation of Condition (C), contrary to the fact.
Lasnik points out the same problem in English. Consider the examples in (18) from Lasnik (1999a).
(18) a. Joan believes hei is a genius even more fervently than Bobi does. b. *Joan believes himi to be a genius even more fervently than Bobi does. (18b) poses the same problem that (17b) does to the optional raising analysis. To explain the unacceptability of (18b), Lasnik claims that while overt raising of an accusative NP is optional with lexical NPs, it is obligatory with pronouns.
This claim is based on the examples in (19) and (20).
(19) a. Mary made John out to be a fool. b. Mary made out John to be a fool.
syntactic constituent, dominating two NPs. The analysis of (16a, b) which we will adopt in Section 3 differs from Koizumi's analysis, but we will still maintain the assumption in question. We thank an anonymous reviewer for clarifying our thinking about the discussion here.
(20) a. Mary made him out to be a fool. b. *Mary made out him to be a fool. When the ECM verb is a complex predicate like make out, the accusative NP John is allowed to the right of out as well as to the left, as shown in (19). In contrast, an accusative pronoun is not allowed to the right of out, as shown in (20b). Assuming that an example like (19a) exhibits overt raising, Lasnik claims that the acceptability of (19b) shows the optionality of overt raising with lexical NPs, and that the unacceptability of (20b) shows the obligatoriness of overt raising with pronouns.
However, it seems that we cannot apply Lasnik's (1999a) account of (18b) to (17b), because an adverb belonging to the complement clause can precede the accusative NP in Japanese, irrespective of whether the latter is a lexical NP or a pronoun.
Compare the example in (21) with (15).
she-Nom/-Acc majime da]-to omotta. earnest is that thought tive.' Another possible solution for (17b) under the optional raising analysis is to adopt Yatsushiro's (1996) claim about binding in Japanese. She points out that in (22), the complement of the unaccusative verb remaining in its underlying position binds into the matrix locative phrase.
(22) Otagai-no heya-ni [Uli to Susi]-ga ita. each other-Gen room-Loc Uli and Susi-Nom were She argues that in Japanese, checking of the EPP-feature of T is not necessary for an NP to act as the specifier of T for the purpose of binding; it acts as such if it agrees with T (cf. also Lasnik (1999b: 190-191) ).
With this analysis carried over into the probe-goal theory of Agree in Chomsky (2000 Chomsky ( , 2001 , the high binding property of the accusative NP in (17b) is expected under the assumption that Agree is induced between the matrix v and the accusative NP, irrespective of whether the accusative NP raises or not. In (17b), it is possible that the matrix v does not have an EPP-feature, and that the accusative NP is not overtly the accusative NP, i.e. the goal, because the latter has an uninterpretable Case-feature.
Note in this connection that the examples in (23) show the high binding properties of the accusative NPs which must be Case-marked in situ.
(23) a. Rie-wa kaminoke-no ippon ni-itaru-made karera-oi Rie-Top hair-Gen single to-reach-till they-Acc mujitsu da to otagai-noi shoogen-niyotte innocent is that each other-Gen testimony-based on shinjite iru. believing is each other'si testimony.' b.?*Rie-wa kaminoke-no ippon ni-itaru-made kare-oi Rie-Top hair-Gen single to-reach-till him-Acc mujitsu-da to Takashii-jishin yori tsuyoku innocent-is that Takashii-self than strongly shinjite iru. believing is strongly than Takashi himselfi does.' (23a) is as acceptable as (4b), and (23b) is as unacceptable as (17b).
Assuming that these examples show that the binding facts follow from Agree in Japanese, we will regard them as no longer relevant to the issue of whether raising occurs overtly or not. However, as far as the other evidence for the thesis of optional raising (i.e. the word-order fact in (15) and the Clause-mate Condition in (16)) is concerned, Hiraiwa's (2001) analysis seems descriptively more adequate than the other analyses introduced above.
A Problem Common to the Previous Analyses
It is noteworthy that all the previous analyses mentioned in this section including Hiraiwa (2001) seem to assume that Japanese ECM verbs are lexically-specified, as in the case of their apparent English counterparts. However, it seems rather difficult to lexically specify ECM verbs in Japanese. Though Kuno (1976: 43) claims that ECM verbs are restricted largely to the verbs whose complements represent the internal feelings of the matrix subject, such semantic characterization is obviously not appropriate, as shown by the examples in (24) (24) (and hopefully account for their slight degradedness) rather than rule them out.10 Thus, the facts in (24) lead us to the generalization in (26).11
(26) Any transitive verb selecting a to-clause as its sole object can "exceptionally Case -mark" the embedded subject. Now, considering the generality of the facts in (24), it seems redundant to lexically specify ECM triggers in Japanese. After all, almost every clause-taking transitive verb would have to be specified as an ECM trigger.
Incidentally, it should be noted that Japanese seems to have genuine counterparts to English ECMCs as well. Takezawa (1987: 73ff.) points out that Japanese has ECMCs with small-clause complements like (27), in which the complement clause lacks tense and the accusative NP can-9 Kaneko (1991) also points out the case where the seemingly non-ECM verb mikkoku-suru 'tip off' occurs as an ECM verb. We would like to thank one of the anonymous reviewers for bringing the paper to our attention.
10 One of the anonymous EL reviewers finds the examples in (24c, d) unacceptable. As we will claim in the next section, ECMCs (represented by the examples in (2b) and (24)) and Multiple Object Constructions (represented by the example in (32a)) share the same syntactic source in Japanese. Accordingly, our analysis will predict that the baseline data of ECMCs in Japanese should be as degraded as (32a) is. Our problem, rather, is why the example in (2b) is fully acceptable, in contrast to the examples in (24). We will put this problem aside here for future research.
11 We would like to thank one of the anonymous reviewers for refinement of the generalization in (26).
not alternate with a nominative NP. He regards ni in (27) (27) and (28)). Differing from English ECMCs, which allow narrow lexical specifications, the Japanese ECMCs in (2b) and (24) are general phenomena which should be explained based on the generality of the devices that generate them.
Let us, therefore, distinguish the apparent ECMCs (AECMCs, hereafter) in (2b) and (24) from the genuine ECMCs in (27) and (28). Assuming that genuine ECMCs receive essentially the same analysis that English ECMCs do, i.e. an analysis based on the lexical properties of ECM verbs, we will concentrate on AECMCs in the next section.
An Analysis
Because of the problems in (5), (7), (12) (with the accusative complement subject), (15) (with the accusative complement subject) and (16a), we do not adopt an overt A-movement analysis of Japanese AECMCs like Kuno (1976) and Sakai (1998) . Because of the same problems, we do not adopt the proposal in Saito (1983 Saito ( , 1985 , Takahashi (1993) , Nemoto (1993) and Ura (1994) that the accusative NP is a base-generated matrix object controlling a pro subject of the embedded clause. On the other hand, in consideration of the facts in (3) and (16b), we cannot accept the claim in Ueda (1988) and Kaneko (1988) that the accusative NPs remain in situ, either. Accordingly, we adopt Hiraiwa's (2001) central claim that the matrix v has EPP-features optionally. However, our claim differs from Hiraiwa's (2001) in that while he proposes that raising of the accusative NP to the Spec of the matrix v is optional, what we regard as optional is raising of the whole complement clause to the inner-Spec of the matrix v and subsequent raising of the accusative complement subject to the outer-Spec of the matrix v.
Hiraiwa's hypothesis does not necessarily imply that it is the accusative NP that optionally raises in the derivation of Japanese AECMCs. Consider the English ECMC in (1b), in this respect. It is predicted under the probe-goal theory of Chomsky (2000 Chomsky ( , 2001 that the infinititrix v and that of the infinitival complement (or its head T, more strictly), and Agree would be induced between the two. As a result, Agree embedded accusative subject, and the Case feature of the accusative subject could not be excluded.
In this respect, it is noteworthy that in contrast with infinitival Consider the example in (29), an English ECMC, from Doherty (1997: 211).
(29) I believe [[CP *(that) the end is nigh] to be obvious]. In an ECMC (29), a finite clause is exceptionally Case-marked, and (29) is marginally acceptable when the finite clause is headed by the complementizer that. Since Agree is induced between the matrix v Case features in English, at least when they are headed by that.
As we will claim shortly, the finite complement clause in the AECMC (2b) is a TP suffixed by a complementizing morpheme -to. Therefore, if we apply the above observation in English to (2b) in Japanese, it is expected that the T head of the complement clause in duced between the matrix v and the complement clause in the derivation of AECMCs in Japanese.12
12 One of the anonymous EL reviewers points out that finite T independently has
In the derivation of (2b), (30) is generated as the structure for the complement clause.
(30) [TP Mary-o [VP tensai da]]-to
In (30), the accusative subject is merged with TP, because we assume that T does not obligatorily assign nominative Case in Japanese, following Oka (1988: 198) . We also assume that in AECMCs, the TP-structure in (30) is directly selected by an AECM verb as its complement, as shown in (31) (cf. fn. 2).
(31) [vP [VP [TP Mary-o tensai da]-to omotta] v]
In (31), the matrix v agrees with the complement TP, as proposed above, and the value of the accusative Case is assigned to the TP.
the embedded subject will match at the same time, inducing Agree. In this connection, let us note Kuroda's (1988) If we assume that these examples are allowed because the transitive light verb v in Japanese has the property of "feature-checking" more than once (cf. Ura (1996) ), and if feature-checking is translated into the relation of Agree in the framework of minimalism in Chomsky (2000, At present, it is not clear to us whether this proposal is problematic or not. If it is, but to the complementizing morpheme -to. Note that the embedded CP subject cannot agree with the matrix verb without the presence of the complementizer that in (29). We put aside this problem here for future research. We would like to thank one of the anonymous reviewers for bringing this problem to our attention. consequently v is allowed to agree both with the complement TP and its subject. We assume that as far as closeness is strictly determined in terms of c-command relation (cf. Chomsky (2000: 122) ), the complement TP and its subject is equidistant from the matrix v. Besides, since we regard the subordinator -to as a particle adjoined to TP, but not as C, there is no CP phase blocking Agree between the matrix v and the accusative NP (cf. fn. 2). Accordingly, (31) Let us now consider how the facts about AECMCs shown in the previous section can be explained based on this analysis.
First, the high binding properties of the accusative NP introduced in the previous section (i.e. the acceptability of (4b) under Condition (A) of the Binding Theory, the unacceptability of (17b) under Condition (C), the acceptability of (23a) under Condition (A), and the unacceptability of (23b) under Condition (C)) are all explained based on Agree, irrespective of whether the accusative NP is overtly attracted to the matrix vP-Spec or not. As we assumed in the previous section, Agree with a head allows an NP to behave as a specifier of the head for the purpose of binding.
Second, the fact concerning the adverbial placement in (3) is predicted if AECMCs undergo the derivation illustrated in (35) with overt raising. In this case, the accusative NP in the matrix outer object can end up preceding the matrix adverb (adjoined to the matrix vP).
Third, the example in (5) with a wh-phrase and that in (7) with an NPI represent the AECMCs where the matrix v has no EPP-feature (see (31)). In these cases, the phrases at issue are appropriately ccommanded by the relevant morphemes, i.e. the Q morpheme -ka in (5) and the particle -mo in (7), respectively.14 Our analysis also correctly predicts the unacceptability of (8) and (9), where the c-command condition is not satisfied.
The account of (5) and (7) extends to the account of the example in (36) from Kuno (1976: 28) .
(36) Dareka-ga [minna-o baka da]-to omotte iru. Someone-Nom all-Acc fool is that thinking is (someone>all, all>someone) Kuno points out that (36) is ambiguous marginally allowing the wide scope reading of minna 'all' with respect to dareka 'someone,' due to the scope interaction caused by raising of the accusative NP.
In this connection, consider (37) from Yatsushiro (1996) .
(37) Dokoka-ni daremo-ga ita. somewhere-Loc everyone-Nom was (somewhere>everyone, *everyone>somewhere) Yatsushiro argues that in the unaccusative construction (37), the complement of the unaccusative verb remains in its underlying position and 14 We regard the Q morpheme -ka and the NPI-licenser -ino also as particles attached to clauses.
has low scope. Based on this observation, she points out that in Japanese, binding and scope diverge, and that checking of EPP-feature is necessary for the purpose of taking scope. If this claim about scope-taking is on the right track, the ambiguity of (36) reflects two possible structures which our analysis allows for (36). depending on the presence or the absence of the EPP-features of the matrix v. Accordingly, our analysis predicts that the accusative NP following an embedded adverb would not have a wide scope reading with respect to the matrix subject, because the accusative NP is not positioned at the (outer-)Spec of the matrix v. This prediction is actually borne out, as shown in (38).
(38) Dareka-ga [[rikoo to-iuyori] minna-o baka da]-to Someone-Nom wise rather-than all-Acc fool is that omotte iru. thinking is Lit. 'Someone is believing, rather than being wise, everyone to be a fool.' (someone>all, *all>someone) Fourth, let us turn to the cleft data in Japanese. Although the proper analysis of Japanese cleft sentences is unclear, it must reflect the generalization that the focus of the construction is a constituent (cf. fn. 4)). In this respect, our analysis correctly predicts the acceptability of (12) (with the accusative NP) while keeping the above generalization, since it can generate a structure of AECMCs where the complement clause keeps its constituency, i.e. the structure without overt raising (see (31)).
Fifth, let us consider Raising-to-Subject Constructions in Japanese. In (13), the matrix adverb follows the exceptionally Case-marked nominative NP. Given the well-known fact that Japanese T allows multiple specifiers, the nominative subject of the clausal subject in (39a) may further move to check the extra EPP-feature of the matrix T, deriving (39b). Since the matrix adverb can be adjoined to the matrix TP, the word-order in (13) (5) and (8)) and by the fact about NPI-licensing in (41) (parallel to (7) and (9)). Note that the wh-phrases and wh-pronominal NPIs marked with nominative Case cannot be followed by a matrix adverb.
(40) Dare-ga (*ayamatte) tensai daroo ka to omow-areta.
who-Nom mistakenly genius be-Mod Q that thought-was (41) Dare-ga (*ayamatte) tensai da to mo omow-arete inai. who-Nom mistakenly genius is that Q thought-be ing-Neg
Sixth, let us turn to (15) with the accusative complement subject. The acceptability of (15) follows trivially, as in the analysis of Hiraiwa (2001), in its derivation without overt raising (see (31)).
Seventh, let us consider the Multiple Cleft Constructions in (16), whose derivations are not clear at present. In this paper, following the analysis of Pseudo-VP Ellipsis in Korean by Kim and Sohn (1998) , we assume for the sake of discussion that in the formation of the focus phrases in (16) , the lower focused phrase adjoins to the higher focused phrase to check its strong [+focus] feature against the same feature of the latter, and that the newly formed amalgamated single focus moves to FocP-Spec above TP. The TP deletes after this movement, and the examples in (16) are derived. The general assumption that the focused element must be a syntactic constituent is maintained under this analysis because the foci in the examples of (16) are dominated by a constituent FocP (cf. fn. 8). Note that the process of amalgamation is restricted by the Clause-mates Condition.
Our analysis correctly predicts the Clause-mates Condition effect in (16) . This is because the accusative NP in AECMCs can end up being either a matrix (outer) object or a complement subject, as in the analysis of Hiraiwa (2001) .
Eighth and finally, our analysis naturally explains the generalization in (26) describing the facts in (24). Japanese allows Multiple Object Constructions, and because of this, AECMCs are possible in this language. Note that nothing in the derivation of AECMCs hinges on the lexical properties of the matrix verbs. Therefore, any transitive verb is expected to take an AECM complement, as far as it selects a to-clause as its sole object.
Consequences
A wide variety of AECMCs are observed in Japanese, and examples like (42) appear to show that AECM complements contain A-bar chains headed by the accusative NP because A-chains cannot be formed across a complex NP.
(42) Boku-wa sono hito-oi [[ei ej kite iru] fuku-gad I-Top that person-Acc wearing is clothes-Nom yogorete-iru]-to omou. dirty-are that think
In fact, Oka (1988) suggests the possibility that the accusative NP in AECMCs is in the specifier of a clausal projection, and A-bar binds pro in the complement clause, as is claimed to be possible with A-bar dependency in Japanese in Saito (1985) . To see if this claim is tenable, let us use a variety of AECMCs observed by Oka (1988) . Consider the example in (43).
(43) Bill-ga Mary-oi [John-ga ei horete iru]-to omotte iru. Bill-Nom Mary-Acc John-Nom loving is that thinking is Oka argues that a complement object is "exceptionally Case-marked" by the matrix verb in (43). He reasonably claims that (43) (Oka's (15)) is an ECMC and not the result of scrambling because the embedded verb horeru 'love' does not select an accusative NP, but it selects a dative NP. However, if (43) is an AECMC, the chain in (43) proves not to be an A-bar chain, because it does not exhibit Condition (C) type reconstruction effects. Consider the example in (44).
(44) Bill-ga [John-noi hisho]-oj [kare-gai ej horete iru]-to Bill-Nom John-Gen secretary-Acc he-Nom loving is that omotte iru. thinking is Now, if the chains in AECMCs are not A-bar chains but A-chains, as we claim, how can (42) be generated?
In this connection, let us observe another AECMC in (45), where an outer subject of Multiple Subject Constructions occurs as an "exceptionally Case-marked" NP. Bill-Nom John-Acc son-Nom sick is that thinking is (Oka (1988: 219)) In the derivation of (45), the accusative NP John-o is generated as the possessor argument of the complement subject musuko-ga, and is attracted (through "Possessor-Raising") to the outer-Spec of the embedded T, to check an additional EPP feature of the embedded T. Note that the accusative Case of NP John-o remains unchecked when it is attracted to the outer-Spec of the embedded T. However, in terms of our analysis, the accusative NP may agree with the matrix v when the clause containing it agrees with the v.15
Given this account of (45), the apparent A-bar dependency across the complex NP in (42) can be similarly viewed as an A-chain formed through "Possessor-Raising."
Specifically, the accusative NP can be regarded as a specifier of the complement subject in the structure (46a), which is "possessor-raised" to the outer subject in (46b) (47) is a Raising-to-Subject Construction, and that when the embedded subject, i.e. o filos mu, is raised into the matrix subject position, a pronominal copy of the raised NP, either empty or lexically specified, is left behind. In (47), a lexically specified pronoun, i.e. aftos, is left behind in the embedded subject position. Soames and Perlmutter also point out that an example like (47) in Greek differs from English Raising Constructions, in that the embedded verb in (47) is inflected and finite. In this respect, one can regard raising in (47), i.e. Copy Raising, as a device to allow A-movement out of a finite clause.
Though it is not necessarily assumed that Copy Raising Constructions undergo overt raising, and theoretical motivations for admitting Copy Raising differ among analyses, the idea that A-chains can terminate in resumptive pronominals is inherited by McCloskey and Sells (1988), Yoon (1996) , Ura (1996) , among others. As McCloskey and Sells (1988) point out, under the assumption that A-and A-bar chains are symmetrical, it is natural for a given language to choose the option of allowing A-chains to terminate in pronouns, just as it has the option of allowing A-bar chains to terminate in pronouns, giving rise to resumptive pronoun strategies. Specifically, since, as Saito (1985) claims, Japanese has a null pronoun acting as a resumptive pronoun in A-bar chains, the same should hold in A-chains, as well. Now, let us assume that Copy Raising exists as overt raising, and that (43) has undergone Copy Raising. Then, (43) should have an (empty) pronominal left behind in the complement object position. Note also that the complement clause of (43) (or that of Japanese AECMCs in general, for that matter) is finite, as in the Greek example (47). As for the licensing condition for a pronominal copy left behind by Copy Raising, McCloskey and Sells (1988, fn. 11) suggest that it is subject to the Binding Condition (B). If so, our problem concerning (43) does not arise. That is because the pronominal copy in (43) would not violate the Binding Condition (A) in this case.
b. *[TP Bhutto-gai [TP Tony-ga [DP ei musume-ga]
Bhutto-Nom Tony-Nom daughter-Nom wakar-u]] recognize-Pres Our analysis excludes (48) and (50b) in the same manner. Since the derivations of both (48) (cf. (49)) and (50b) undergo A-movement across the embedded subject, the resulting A-chains must terminate in (empty) pronouns (cf. the references cited above). Unless the empty pronouns are inserted at the tail of the chains, the resulting A-chains would violate the Binding Condition (A). Note, however, that Ura (1996) convincingly argues that language-particular rules are subject to the general economy condition, and that insertion of a pronominal copy of an A-moved element applies only if the derivation crashes without invoking it. Under this assumption, it is predicted that while pro can be inserted to the object positions in (43), where Case-assignment is obligatory, it cannot be inserted either to DP-Spec in (49b) or to DP-Spec in (50b), where Case-assignment is optional.
Thus, our analysis correctly accounts for the productivity of AECMCs represented in (42), (43) and (45), while excluding (48).
Conclusions
We proposed that the ECMCs in Japanese whose complement clauses are finite, i.e. AECMCs, undergo radically different derivations from the derivations of English ECMCs. They are generated by the same mechanism that generates Multiple Object Constructions by virtue of the property of the Japanese transitive light verb v that it can multiply agree with its objects. The question of whether the accusative NP is a matrix object or an embedded subject is no longer substantial because the accusative NP "checks" the formal features of both the matrix v and the embedded T (cf. Ura (1996) ).
